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This research study was designed to help illuminate if there is a relationship between
the quality of career and technical education programs from centralized and decentralizedcontrolled systems in relation to the level of authority exerted by state
governing/coordinating boards over the community college system.
This study included data from the 50 states that are part of the United States of
America. This study used a quasi-experimental, nonequivalent design. This study did not
include randomly selected groups and was a nonequivalent control group design. The
independent variables included: centralized or decentralized governance, median household
income, the percent of community colleges that are rural, unemployment rate, and amount
spent per full time enrolled community college student. The independent variable data that
was collected came from the Bureau of Labor and Statistics, the United States Census
Bureau, and the Integrated Post-Secondary Education Data System (IPEDS). The dependent
variable was the mean score of Carl Perkins Act reporting data that each state is required to
report to federal authorities every year.
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The states were divided in two separate groups, centralized or decentralized form of
governance. A regression analysis was performed in order to analyze if a relationship exists
between the independent and dependent variables for each group. The research indicated that
the form of governance does impact Carl Perkins Act reporting scores in a decentralized form
of governance in relation to median income, but overall the model is not a good predictor of
overall scores. A significant difference was found in states that have a decentralized form of
governance and median household income in relation to Carl Perkins Act reporting data.
However, the model, as a whole, did not produce significant results in relation to the
independent and dependent variables. Considerations for future research are discussed.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The manner in which community colleges operate and their form of governance
varies greatly from state to state. The form of governance has a great impact on the
college in areas of quality control, non-duplication of programs and services,
accountability of funds, and several other areas of importance. The main difference in
governance is in the form of centralization or decentralization in relation to state control
or local board control and the authority that state governing/coordinating boards wield
over the community college system (Tollefson, Garrett, & Ingram, 1999).
Centralization and de-centralization of various systems have both advantages and
disadvantages. Mintzberg (1979) argues that when all power for decision making rests
with one individual, or group of individuals, the structure is said to be centralized. When
the power is distributed between many individuals, or groups, the structure is
decentralized. The reason that an organization makes the decision to decentralize is
simply that it is understood that not all decisions can be made by one individual or group.
The most common reason that an organization desires to remain totally centralized is the
perceived need for power. The most common error in organizational design is making all
decisions at the top when cognitive limitations exist. The group higher in the hierarchy
sees errors being committed by those lower in the hierarchy and believe that they can do
the job better. This often results in a condition called information overload, where the
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more information that is received the less the higher up group can process and handle.
Decision making should be placed where the individuals have the information to
intelligently choose the correct path; power should be placed where the knowledge is
(Mintzberg, 1979).
Decentralization may also be the right choice for students, teachers and
administrators as it allows decisions to be made quickly and effectively in response to
local conditions (Mintzberg, 1979). It may also be a stimulus for motivation. Intelligent,
creative individuals need room to maneuver and should not be made to feel boxed in.
There can also be selective decentralization; this is where certain decision-making
powers reside at the strategic apex of the organization, but the lower groups make less
critical decisions within their group or organization (Mintzberg, 1979).
Within the education world, the centralization/decentralization of control is
generally political but may also be administrative or a combination of these two. One of
the main arguments for centralization is the need for a small group to run operations to
avoid duplication so the organization as a whole can operate more efficiently (Garrett,
1992). The argument for decentralized control includes the theory that localized control
groups are more in touch with local needs (Arnove & Torres, 2003). A local control
group may meet diverse needs within the area and will know the educational needs of
those they collaborate with better than a centralized group. The choice to decentralize
may also have negative motives. A centralized group may wish to reduce its
responsibilities due to financial strains within the system. This puts more responsibility
on the decentralized groups to find solutions and remove the focus from the centralized
group (Arnove & Torres, 2003).
2

Some educational systems may seem to be centralized and decentralized at the
same time. In some systems the centralized group may retain veto powers over the
decentralized groups. This gives the appearance of a decentralized system when in fact
the power is still retained by the centralized group. Decentration can be described as a
form of decentralization where the centralized power is operating in the periphery and
has the power to tighten the control of finances. This allows the centralized group to
influence decisions that appear to be made by the decentralized group (Arnove & Torres,
2003).
The Carl Perkins Act (1984) was authorized to increase the quality of technical
education in the United States to help the economy; the act was reauthorized in 1998 and
again in 2006. In the latest version of The Carl Perkins Act (2006), six core indicators
were identified to measure the performance of career and technical education (CTE).
These core indicators are technical skill attainment, completion, retention or transfer,
placement, nontraditional participation, and nontraditional completion. According to the
Carl Perkins Act, it is necessary for community colleges to manage and improve career
and technical education based on these six core indicators. The Carl Perkins Act (2006)
also focuses on the funding of CTE to achieve quality. Thus, it is important to consider if
the type of community college governing system affects the quality career and technical
education.
The focus of this study was on centralization or decentralization of community
colleges and how the type of state system affects the CTE scores in that state based on the
six core indicators of the Carl Perkins Act. It divided the states into two categories, either
centralized or decentralized, and ran a regression analysis using unemployment, cost per
3

full time enrolled community college student to educate, median household income, and
population rural/urban as independent variables to seek relationships. This chapter
provides the rationalization for the study of the effect of a state’s form of governance
over their community college systems on Carl Perkins Act reporting results.
Additionally, the chapter includes the problem that was researched, the purpose of the
study, and the research questions addressed by the study. This chapter will also include a
list of the definitions of terms associated with the study, an overview of methodology, the
delimitations associated with the study, and the significance of the study.
Background of the Study
Community colleges in the United States are governed and controlled in many
different ways (Friedel, Killacky, & Katsinas, 2014). Each area of the nation is unique,
and a standard form of governance will not provide for the needs of the various entities
that depend on community colleges throughout the nation. Most prior research studies on
community college governance concentrate on the degrees of centralization of state
control that govern community colleges (Fletcher & Friedel, 2017). Those colleges that
are controlled by state boards are said to be highly centralized, and colleges that are
locally controlled through community college boards in their regions are said to be highly
decentralized. Most community colleges fall somewhere within the spectrum between
highly centralized and highly decentralized when it comes to control of the institution
(Garrett, 1992). Those entities that govern and manage community colleges have also
evolved and been shaped over the years in accordance with local economic competitors
and what the nation has been experiencing over the past years with the advent of a
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globally competitive workforce. Governance of these schools is in direct relation to local
and global economies and how they move and shift over time (Ayers, 2013).
Historically, the funding of the nation’s community colleges has been a combined
effort of local, state, and federal governments along with student tuitions and local
endowments donated to the institution (Fain, 2016). As the years have progressed and
world events have become more complicated and resources have become increasingly
scarce, formulas for funding have evolved (Phelan, 2014). The desired result of these
funding formulas has been the fair and objective allocation of funding to colleges and to
help state and local leaders understand how the funding process is figured (Phelan, 2014).
The norm was for institutions to funnel their budget requests through channels, with each
budget being approved or denied based on the individual institution’s request.
Specifically, in the development of 2-year institutions, funding has been allocated by a
centralized state board or a decentralized K-12 public school system. In states where the
K-12 systems controlled funding for community colleges through local taxes, the
community colleges were often left competing for scarce resources and often lost (Mullin
& Honeyman, 2007).
Because the level of centralization that a community college system engages in
could potentially impact their funding and thus all other services, employees, and
operations, some researchers have focused on this specific issue. Garrett (1992) designed
an instrument to discover the degree of centralization to which community colleges
within a state are controlled. Based on the testing instrument, numerical values were
assigned to each function of the degree of indicators, and a 29-question centralization
scale document was created and used to rank a college and state on their degree of
5

centralization. The scale consisted of a range index from 29, being highly decentralized,
to 118, being highly centralized. The average of the scale was 73.5; therefore, a state
scoring below this average was considered decentralized, and a state scoring above 73.5
was considered centralized. Tollefson et al. (1999) recreated the original study in 1997
but went into greater detail on the actual degree of centralization. These individuals
assigned numerical values to the response categories and the number of responses to each
question. The scale of averaged centralization index values ranged from 1.00 to 4.07; the
closer to 1.00 the more decentralized the form of governance, and the closer to 4.07
indicated a more centralized governance structure. The average centralization index was
2.67 in the 1997 study. The breakdown of states is as follows in Table 1.
Table 1
Number of States in Degree of Centralization Categories
Degree of Centralization Categories
Highly Decentralized
Decentralized
Moderately Decentralized
Moderately Centralized
Centralized
Highly Centralized
Source: (Tollefson et al., 1999, p. 3)

Number of States in Category
2
11
12
5
15
5

As seen in Table 1, there are several degrees of centralization for control of state
community college systems. According to Tollefson et al. (1999) the degree of
centralization may impact the career and technical programs in the community colleges in
each state. Centralized systems have more overall control of the state system as a whole,
but local board control may be more in tune with local needs of business and industry
within their local region. Choosing the right career and technical education programs for
6

a region and funding those programs may be critical to the region’s success and growth
(Tollefson et al., 1999).
Prior studies discovered that one of the strongest variables impacting
centralization of governance was the amount of state and local funding that a community
college received (Garrett, 1992; Weerts & Ronca, 2012). The more state funding that
flowed to community colleges, the more centralized the state control (Garrett, 1992).
However, Fletcher (2017) said relationships do exist between budget funding formulae
tools and state-level community college governance structure. In a 2017 dissertation,
Fletcher (2017) researched community college governance structures. The purpose of his
study was to determine if there were any correlational relationships instead of differences
between state funding distribution formulae and state-level community college
governance structures.
Performance indicators compose much of this distribution formulae and in the
education field, these should be robust and target specific. Many in higher education can
see the advantages of developing metrics that can evaluate performance (Phillippe &
Patton, 2000). The government desires these performance indicators to gain greater
control over education and make the results of funding programs transparent to the
taxpayers who fund them (Weerts & Ronca, 2012). A performance indicator can be
defined as a numerical value that can be interpreted by different metrics. In qualitative or
quantitative performance, they can be utilized to measure the quality of the program
being evaluated (Marr, Schiuma, & Neely, 2004). Cuenin (1986) argues that a
performance indicator should accomplish the following: “when the indicator shows a
difference in one direction this means that the situation is better, whereas, if it shows a
7

difference in the opposite direction, then this means the situation is less favorable. The
way in which the data are to be interpreted ought to be obvious” (p. 10).
Most states and community colleges receive federal funding for postsecondary
career technical education through the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education
Act (2006). This Act provides guidelines as to how the money is to be distributed but
leaves the educational system framework up to the individual states. The Act was
originally authorized in 1984 and again in 1998. In 2006, the Act was again
reauthorized under its current name. The purpose of the Act is to improve and increase
the quality of career and technical education in the United States. The 2006 Act requires
articulation agreements that will strengthen local accountability provisions. All states are
operating under the extension of the 2006 version of the Act, but legislation is currently
underway to pass and fund the new version, which is currently named HR 5587 (CTE
History of Legislation, 2017). The Department of Education request for fiscal year 2018
funding provides for $1.8 billion to fund state career and technical education programs
(Fiscal Year 2018 Budget Request, 2017).
According to the Bureau of Labor and Statistics, career and technical education
instructor jobs will continue to grow as the need for individuals with a 2-year technical
degree increases. Many jobs that are in demand now and in the future will not require a
4-year degree but a 2-year technical degree from community colleges (Careers, 2015).
In 2016, there were 5.7 million students enrolled in community colleges around the
United States (American Association of Community Colleges, 2017). Very few studies
have researched the relationship between state governance structures over community
colleges and Carl Perkins Act reporting data (Weerts & Ronca, 2012). Therefore, this
8

study focused on determining whether there is a relationship between a centralized or
decentralized form of governance in community colleges and the six core indicators of
the Carl Perkins Act.
Statement of the Problem
The problem leading to this study is the fact that performance indicators have not
been linked to levels of advantages and disadvantages of centralization and
decentralization in forms of governance within community colleges. Community
colleges are funded by the government to provide quality education to their students,
meaning that performance indicators in the education field should be robust and target
specific (McGuinness, 2014). According to Fletcher and Friedel (2017), it is critical to
develop metrics that evaluate performance in higher education. The government desires
these performance indicators to gain greater control over education and make the results
of funding programs transparent to the taxpayers who fund them (Fletcher & Friedel,
2017). A performance indicator can be defined as a numerical value that can be
interpreted by different metrics. This Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education
Act of 2006 provides guidelines as to how the money is to be distributed but leaves the
educational system framework up to the individual states. Thus, this study sought to
address the gap in literature to determine if there is a relationship between centralized
and decentralized form of governance in community colleges and the six core indicators
of performance required through the Carl Perkins Act. A regression analysis was
conducted using form of governance (centralized/decentralized), state unemployment,
median household income, the percent of community colleges that are rural by state, and
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the amount spent per full time enrolled community college student by state as
independent variables.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to understand the relationship between the six core
indicators of performance (i.e., technical skill attainment, completion, retention or
transfer, placement, nontraditional participation, and nontraditional completion) as
required by the Carl Perkins Act and the form of governance (i.e., centralized or
decentralized) over community college systems throughout the United States. This study
considered the independent variables to be: form of governance
(centralized/decentralized), median household income, the percent of community colleges
that are rural by state, unemployment rate, and the amount spent per full time enrolled
community college student by state. The six core indicators of Carl Perkins Act reporting
data served as the dependent variable. The current research builds on previous research
completed by Tollefson et al. (1999) that indicated if a state uses a centralized or
decentralized form of governance as well as with the research conducted by Fletcher and
Friedel (2017) to determine the level of authority state governing/coordinating boards
have with respect to the community college system.
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Research Questions
1. Is there a relationship between the form of governance
(centralized/decentralized) and Carl Perkins Act reporting scores on the six
core indicators of performance in community colleges throughout the United
States?
2. Is there a relationship between reporting scores as required by Carl Perkins
Act, based on degree of centralization in relation to median household
income?
3. Is there a relationship between reporting scores as required by Carl Perkins
Act, based on degree of centralization in relation to the amount spent per full
time enrolled community college student per state?
4. Is there a relationship between reporting scores as required by Carl Perkins
Act, based on degree of centralization in relation to the percent of community
colleges that are rural by state?
5. Is there a relationship between reporting scores as required by Carl Perkins
Act, based on degree of centralization in relation to the state unemployment
rate?
Theoretical Framework
This study was guided by the contingency theory of Friedler (1964). The
contingency theory states that the relationship between leadership style and the
favorableness of the situation function together to determine performance. Situational
favorableness was described by Fiedler (1964) in terms of three empirically-derived
dimensions including leader-member relationship, degree of task structure, and leader's
11

position power. The centralized and decentralized forms of governing community
colleges vary in terms of these three dimensions. The centralized form of governing
community colleges involves placing power and authority in the center or within the
central organization (Fletcher, 2017). This identifies one leader within the community
college and relies on that leader to make decisions within the organization. As opposed
to a centralized system, a decentralized form of governing community colleges involves
delegation of tasks to different leaders and allows these leaders to make decisions within
their scope of work (Fletcher, 2016).
Definition of Terms
1) Career and technical education: Schools, institutions, and educational
programs that specialize in the skilled trades, applied sciences, modern technologies, and
career preparation (Career and Technical Education, 2014).
2) Carl Perkins Act: A federal funding program for career and technical
education that provides an increased focus on the academic achievement of CTE
students, strengthen the connections between secondary and postsecondary education,
and improve state and local accountability (CTE History of Legislation, 2017).
3) Centralized: Those states that have either a governing or coordinating board
separate from K-12 and university systems (Fletcher, 2017).
4) Community College: 2-year postsecondary educational systems that provide
learning opportunities to their local communities that include traditional academic
courses, career and technical education, workforce development, adult basic education,
and continuing educational opportunities ("About Community Colleges," 2017).
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5) Decentralized: Those states having no governing/coordinating board or one
that falls beneath the K-12 or university system (Fletcher, 2017).
6) Governance: Refers to structures and processes that are designed to ensure
accountability, transparency, responsiveness, rule of law, stability, equity and
inclusiveness, empowerment, and broad-based participation (Concepts of Governance,
2017).
7) Rural: United States Census Bureau’s definition is more than 25 miles away
from an urbanized area of 100,000 people or more (United States Census Bureau, 2018).
Overview of Methodology
This study used a quasi-experimental, nonequivalent design. A quasiexperimental design does not include randomly selected groups (Creswell, 2014). This
study did not include randomly selected groups and was a nonequivalent control group
design. The independent variables included: centralized or decentralized governance,
median household income, the percent of community colleges that are rural,
unemployment rate, and amount spent per full time enrolled community college student.
The independent variable data that were collected came from the Bureau of Labor and
Statistics, the United States Census Bureau, and the Integrated Post-Secondary Education
Data System (IPEDS). The form of governance (centralized/decentralized) was decided
and aligned in accordance with Fletcher’s (2017) data. These data were then broken
down by state and compared data using the mean score of Carl Perkins Act reporting data
as the dependent variable. Data were acquired from the Carl Perkins Act reporting
database in each of the core indicators described in the theoretical framework portion of
this paper (i.e., technical skill attainment, completion, retention or transfer, placement,
13

nontraditional participation, and nontraditional completion). The core indicator data were
from the year 2016, the latest year the data were complete. By using these data, the target
performance mean scores for the states were computed because the target performance
score provides the most accurate representation of performance. The mean score was
computed for the actual performance for each state for the grand total performance for
each of the six core indicators of performance. Each score, along with the independent
variable data and the form of governance (centralized/decentralized), was entered into
SPSS for each state. The states were divided in two separate groups, centralized or
decentralized form of governance. A regression analysis was performed in order to
analyze if a relationship exists between the independent and dependent variables for each
group. According to Gravetter and Wallnau (2013), “wherever there is a relationship
between two variables it is possible to use the value of one variable to predict the value of
another” (p. 519).
Significance of this Study
This research study was designed to help illuminate if there is a relationship
between the quality of career and technical education programs from centralized and
decentralized-controlled systems in relation to the level of authority exerted by state
governing/coordinating boards over the community college system. The study could be
used to help states develop governance systems that would provide the greatest chance
of success to their students and benefit tax payers through responsible use of public
funds. It could also help federal authorities better understand reporting differences
between states and help develop more robust evaluation tools in the future by providing
a clear picture of the varying results between states.
14

Delimitations
Several delimitations were involved in the study. First, the data that was used in
the study was collected from the Carl Perkins Act reports for the year 2016 only. Some
states may not have accurate or complete reporting data submitted to the Carl Perkins
Act reporting database. The results of the study are generalizable to the states included
in the study. Furthermore, the classification of centralized and decentralized governing
systems followed the categories considered in Fletcher (2017).

15

Summary
Community colleges serve a great need within communities and the nation as a
whole. There are many ways to control community colleges. This study focused on
centralized and decentralized forms of governance in community colleges within the
United States. This study expanded Fletcher’s (2017) research to determine whether
there was a relationship between the six core indicators of performance considered in the
Carl Perkins Act and centralized and decentralized forms of governance in community
colleges. Independent variables included median household income, unemployment
rate, the cost to educate per full time enrolled community college student, the percent of
community colleges that are rural, and form of governance (centralized/decentralized).
A quantitative, quasi-experimental study was used to compare the scores of centralized
and decentralized community colleges using the data reported through the Carl Perkins
Act.
Chapter 2 provides a review of related literature focusing on community colleges
as well as the different systems of governance in community colleges. Chapter 2 also
provides a background of the Carl Perkins Act and the six core indicators considered in
this study. The summary of Chapter 2 identifies a gap in literature that this study seeks
to address. Next, Chapter 3 provides the detailed research methodology that was used in
this study. Chapter 4 is the findings and includes the data collection, descriptive
statistics, and statistical models. Chapter 5 is the conclusion with the summary of the
results.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
Literature Search Strategy
To find articles and studies that could be used to guide this study, I conducted
computer searches of existing literature in databases using the Mississippi State
University Library. The databases I used in my literature search were EBSCO Host,
Google Scholar and major accessible databases. I conducted searches using various
combinations of the following terms and phrases: community college governance, career
and technical education, centralized, decentralized, Carl Perkins Act, median household
income, rural/urban, unemployment, and cost per full time enrolled student.
This literature search focused on peer-reviewed journal articles that were
published from 1970 to present. Additional articles were identified using the reference
lists of previously gathered articles. I searched for literature by utilizing other
online information centers such as the Bureau of Labor and Statistics, the United States
Census Bureau, and IPEDS. The websites were used to gather additional research and
statistical data on topics in my study. I read abstracts and reviewed each abstract to
determine the relevance of each article to my research question.
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Introduction
Phillippe & Patton (2000) state that community colleges serve a great need
within communities and the nation as a whole. The oldest community college on record
is Joliet Junior College in Illinois, which was founded in 1901. The early years of
community colleges saw their main focus on liberal arts studies, but during the
depression of the 1930’s, their focus changed to more job-training curricula to help ease
unemployment in America. After World War II, the nation’s industry turned from war
production to the production of consumer-driven goods, which created a need for skilled
workers. The Truman Commission’s desire was to see the creation of a network of
community colleges to meet local community needs (Phillippe & Patton, 2000).
This section includes information on community colleges and how they are
governed; there will also be information on career and technical programs that are
offered throughout the United States and different approaches to delivering these
programs. Some of the information presented will also cover how community colleges
are financed and operated in the various states in this nation and will serve as the
foundation to study how community colleges are governed and their success rates with
respect to career and technical programs. The Carl Perkins Act and reporting data will
also be explored and evaluated.
How Community Colleges are Governed and Financed
Community colleges in the United States are governed and controlled in different
ways. Each area of the United States is unique and requires unique forms of governance
in order to meet the needs of the various entities that depend on the community colleges
in those areas. Prior studies have concentrated on the degrees of centralization of state
18

control of the entities that govern community colleges (Mullin & Honeyman, 2007;
Weerts & Ronca, 2012). Those schools that are controlled by state boards are said to be
highly centralized, and colleges that are locally controlled through community college
boards in their regions are said to be highly decentralized. Most community colleges
fall somewhere within the spectrum between highly centralized and highly decentralized
when it comes to control of the institution (Garrett, 1992). Those entities that rule over
community colleges have also evolved over the years in accordance with local economic
conditions and what the nation has been experiencing over the past years with the advent
of a globally competitive workforce. Governance of these schools is in direct relation to
local and global economies and how they move and shift over time (Ayers, 2013).
While the United States community colleges have been funded through a
combined effort of local, state, and federal governments with student tuitions and local
endowments donated to the institution, increasingly scarce fiscal resources have changed
the funding structure. The desired result of past funding formulas has been the fair and
objective allocation of funding to colleges and helping state and local leaders understand
how the funding process is figured. The norm was for learning institutions to funnel
their budget requests through channels and each budget was approved or denied based
on the individual institution’s request. In specific development of 2-year institutions,
funding has been allocated by a centralized state board or a decentralized K-12 public
school system. In states where the K-12 systems-controlled funding for community
colleges through local taxes, the community colleges were often left competing for
scarce resources and often losing (Mullin & Honeyman, 2007).
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In the beginning, most community colleges were extensions of the K-12 local
education programs and were locally funded entities which received few state dollars to
operate. With enrollment expansions in the 1960’s, realignment occurred, and more
authority was given to the states. However, there was a concern that increased state
control over local community colleges could undermine the strong local and community
ties that colleges had enjoyed in the past (Fonte, 1993).
In the past decade, scarce resources have made funding competition fierce within
state educational facilities (Weerts & Ronca, 2012). Changing how states fund colleges
has brought about some negative consequences such as rising tuition costs and a decline
in faculty salaries. Studies suggest that state college funding is directly related to the
fiscal health of a state as a whole (Fletcher & Friedell, 2017). Institutional missions also
have a significant influence on funding, with most industries stating that jobs of the
future will not require a 4-year degree, but 2-year technical degrees. With this change, 4year colleges are now scrambling to prove their worth to state legislatures (Van Noy,
Tremble, Jenkins, Barnett, & Wachen, 2016). The positive side is that community
colleges may see improved funding for career and technical education in the future to
meet industry needs around the country (Weerts & Ronca, 2012).
Studies have shown that community colleges that are highly centralized with
overall state control seem to offer more online workforce development courses than
schools with decentralized systems (McGuinness, 2014). It is suggested that the
centralized community colleges may have a better funding source with state control,
thus allowing them to develop and offer online courses. Overall state control may
require community colleges to offer these programs. Statewide control may offer a
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central office that is also responsible for designing and implementing these programs
throughout the state, using the individual community colleges as a conduit for the
dispersion of online programs (Githens, Crawford, Cumberland, & Wilson, 2014).
The Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Act of 2006 provides most
states and community colleges with federal funding for postsecondary CTE. The
guidelines for distribution are included within the Act, but it leaves the educational
system framework up to the individual states. The Perkins Act was originally authorized
in 1984 and again in 1998; in 2006, the Act was again reauthorized under its current
name. The purpose of the Act is to improve and increase the quality of CTE in the
United States for secondary and postsecondary institutions. The 2006 Act requires
articulation agreements that will strengthen local accountability provisions. All states
operate under the extension of the 2006 version of the Act, but legislation is currently
underway to pass and fund the new version, which is currently named HR 5587. The
Department of Education request for fiscal year 2018 funding provides for $1.8 billion
to fund state career and technical education programs (Department of Education, 2017).
The History of Career and Technical Evolution
According to Grey and Herr (1998), CTE has been known by many names and
instituted in various ways throughout history. During medieval times, nobility had
reputations of being descended from God, and if one could not be a noble, a soldier was
the next choice. It was during this time that the journeyman tradesman came to be. This
tradesman was an individual who had a set of tools and had a mastery of those
implements; he was viewed as being somewhere between nobility and the humble serf.
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This was the time when learning a trade could ensure economic status and provide a
decent living (Grey & Herr, 1998).
The colonial apprenticeship followed. An individual who wished to learn a trade
would seek out a master craftsman in the trade and sign on as an apprentice. This would
normally involve a formal contract that would indenture the apprentice to the master
craftsman for a set number of years; after the indentured service period, the apprentice
was free to work in the trade as a journeyman. Unfortunately, many times greed took
over and the master craftsman would utilize the apprentice for cheap labor and not teach
him the trade properly. This created fear and trust issues that ultimately turned the
nation away from this system (Grey & Herr, 1998).
As America turned from an agrarian to an industrialized society, the need for
workforce development grew. The individual was no longer a sole craftsperson who
worked on one piece from start to finish. Industrialization brought mass production
manufacturing that taught an individual one small piece of the larger puzzle, negating
the need for a master craftsman who knew how to build and assemble a product from
start to finish. With industrialization came the need for workers to be educated in
modern workforce methods for available jobs. The current workforce education system
developed at the turn of the 20th Century and included ideologies of the time including
Social Darwinism, Dualist Nature of Intelligence, Taylorism, Progressivism, and
Modernity (Grey & Herr, 1998).
By the beginning of the 20th Century, vocational programs were becoming part
of the educational system in America. These programs started out as manual arts, which
developed into industrial arts, and finally evolved into what we know today as career
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and technical education. Around 1905 there were three vocational training models
under consideration. One was the German dual systems model where the vocational
school was completely different from the academic school. Educational philosopher
John Dewey, and others, were suspicious of this system, though, believing that
industrialists wanted to create a cheap labor force for their corporations. These
individuals wanted no specific vocational training at all; if training was to occur, they
wanted only students in the last two years of high school to participate. The second
system was called the continuation model and required businesses to provide the
vocational training and required the student to attend academic school half the day and
work at a business the other half of the day (Grey & Herr, 1998).
The system that was finally put into place was the result of the Smith-Hughes
Act of 1917. This placed vocational training within the public education system. The
new system was not a total integration because federal funding regulations required
separate boards and supervisors to oversee federal money and regulate the state systems.
This resulted in the vocational training system being viewed as separate from the
academic school system, and the two have never been fully integrated (Grey & Herr,
1998). Early community college systems were implemented as 13th and 14th grades of
public high schools. Vocational training programs were being implemented within
public schools during the same period that these two additional years of high school
were being added in many areas. Community college CTE programs have evolved from
the early days of the additional two years of high school when vocational training mostly
consisted of home economics and agricultural classes. The federal funding of these CTE
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programs has also evolved over the years and the result is the current funding stream to
states (Ayers, 2013).
Cultural and Social Ideologies
When commercial capitalism appeared in the early 19th Century, America’s 18th
Century social structure began to collapse (Hogan, 1982). The small decentralized rural
communities with a predominant egalitarian society gave way to new markets based on
labor, the result of the industrial revolution. Smith and McCulloch (1838) argue that
poor states have agriculturally-based economies and those states that have industrialbased economies are more likely to be wealthy. The industrialization process starts with
the division of labor, whereas complex operations are broken down into many simpler
processes. This allows for the specialization of the labor force. It was at this point in
history that the social structural conditions of class formations began to form. This was
particularly the case in relation to educational attainment and type of work an individual
did. This started the stratification of social classes particularly related to ethnicity, race,
and gender. Within the context of this time frame, women and minorities were at a
disadvantage, as most, if not all, power resided within the ruling class, which happened
to be white males. This was the time that the institutional matrix of America was
formed. Institutions to handle issues of crime, medical conditions, poverty, adolescence,
and the learning disabled were formed. These conditions created the need to open
hospitals, jails, mental facilities, and halfway houses creating a form of social
organization and control. A formalized education system was developed that required
full time attendance and a structured curriculum and was centralized around the norms
of the bourgeois society. These two developments combined added a structural and
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institutional aspect to the class development progress. In conjunction with each other,
these developments transformed and ensured the reproduction of classes and class
relations in America with education as the main piece of the reproduction process
(Hogan, 1982).
Marx and Engels (2002) state that capitalism can be viewed much like feudalism
in Europe as an institution. The ruling elite used the proletariat class as a means to
further their wealth while the poor stayed poor and enriched the wealthy class more and
more. This can be observed by studying the Enlightenment Period and the effect it had
on France bringing about the French Revolution. Marx theorized that this will also be
the fate of capitalism as the proletariat class tire of the bourgeoisie using them for
personal enrichment and revolt; this will bring about a new system.
Hogan (1982) adds another layer to this class-based analysis and suggests that
class and ethnicity should not be viewed as separate things but as working interactively,
sometimes supporting and sometimes conflicting, and must be worked through by the
individual. A person from a minority group making educational and life choices does not
say to himself or herself, that they shall act in a certain way because they are Hispanic
and of a working-class background. The individual will make a choice because he or she
is an ethnic minority from a working-class background. In educational analyses, these
characteristics should serve as the foundation if scholars are truly to understand the
importance of class and ethnicity in relation to educational attainment and that effect on
society (Hogan, 1982).
Education as an institution in a capitalistic society serves several functions to
reinforce class structure within society (Hogan, 1982). Children are forced through
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cultural norms to attend school, and this is where the stratification process begins by
separating students through class, race, and gender. The capitalistic ideology is again
reinforced through grade attainment and class standing. Some of these students, through
their scholastic achievements, will rise through the ranks and social class to attend a
university and themselves become part of the perceived ruling class. Most will fall far
short though and will join the ranks of the working class and attain a skill that can drive
the capitalist economic machine and the reproduction of social classes continues. An
industrialized capitalistic society desires to entice the population into accepting
economic crisis as part of society’s development process. When periods of economic
crisis appear, the promise of an economic boom at the end provides hope with the
promise the economy along with employment will improve (Carnoy, 1982).
The Italian thinker Antonio Gramsci argues that revolution may not be
precipitated in a crisis that Marxist theory suggests (Adamson, 1973). Adamson (1973)
believes that Gramsci’s theory states that repression by the wealthy ruling class is not
enough to secure a stable social order. He also notes that Gramsci believes that there
must also be ideological subjugation, whereas the ruling elite promotes its views as
absolute and beyond questioning. This will result in their ideologies being accepted by
the masses as common sense; Gramsci defines this as hegemony. Additionally,
Adamson (1973) further explains that Gramsci believes that hegemony is cultural, and
that classes struggle between themselves based on their view of what society, world
views, values, and beliefs should be according to them. The lower classes are constantly
exposed to the hegemonic views of the ruling class. This allows the wealthy class to
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form and shape the views of future generations keeping themselves and their offspring
in power (Adamson, 1983).
Education is one tool of the productive and reproductive gears of society (Apple,
1982). Educational systems provide the training and skills needed to grow production
and increase a capitalistic society. Through the fog of perceived economic prosperity,
this appears to the working class to be upward mobility in the social order. The
educational system is also an important employer to women, minorities, and males of
lower social class to have the appearance of upward mobility that they may not find in
the private sector. It is in this way that the education system attempts to support direct
mediation and keep a supply of skilled workers moving through the education and
occupational pipeline to ensure economic growth (Carnoy, 1982).
Many individuals within different groups have been able to access education as a
means of social upward mobility, and it is one of the proven variables in social upward
mobility (Apple, 1982); this provides hope from generation to generation who are of the
lower and working classes. The education system will continue to grow and produce
more and more educated people. Advancements in technology and opportunities for
cheap labor in third world countries will take away the advantages of education in many
respects. The lack of opportunities and upward mobility will frustrate many of the
young educated class and create an unstable workforce. Unemployment, social welfare,
and food stamps soften the blow of unemployed individuals and will take away the
perceived need for positive job performance. Schools play a major part in this process
since they indoctrinate youth into believing the political democratic process works;
civics classes are no longer required, and the result is a generation that does not know or
27

care how the political process works (Carnoy, 1982). Studies by Apple (1982) and
Arnove and Torres (2003) have shown that the educational system functions to produce
ideologies. The overproduction of educated individuals and the competitive nature of
academia and education may cause the workforce educational standards to drop.
Institutional indicators showing positive student performance may contradict
standardized testing score results that indicate basic skills lacking (Carnoy, 1982).
Career and Technical Programs and Design
The dependent variable in the study was the mean score of the following Carl
Perkins Act reporting categories: technical skill attainment, completion, transfer rate,
placement, nontraditional participation and nontraditional completion. The following
section of the literature review will investigate the scholarly work on those topics, as
well as how CTE programs are designed and structured in order to facilitate student
success. Scholars such as Van Noy et al. (2016) suggest that community college
programs are not structured to help promote student success. By observing programs
along four dimensions that included active advising and support, access to information,
program alignment, and program prescription, Van Noy et al. (2016) showed high to
moderate structure on various CTE programs and that structure was dependent upon
policy and practice at the leadership level of the community college, which is dependent
upon centralized or decentralized control at the state level.
Instructional strategy in relation to delivering quality CTE courses will also
depend on college policies and state control. Research by Fletcher and Djajalaksana
(2014) shows that instructional delivery methods differ depending on the field being
studied. Writing projects and active learning assessments are more likely to be utilized
28

within business-related fields, and online programs are less likely to be used by health
occupations, industry, and trade skills. Real-world activities are less likely to be used by
trade instructors and industry teachers (Fletcher & Djajalaksana, 2014).
CTE, dual credit with secondary education, and articulation agreements within
institutions are also affected by centralization of control (Garrett, 1992). Many states
offer dual credit options to students in secondary educational facilities that will allow
them to finish their postsecondary education faster than traditional students. This also
has a direct correlation to CTE instructors’ teaching qualification and education;
colleges must have set standards that secondary teachers must meet in order to qualify to
teach under articulation agreements made between the schools (Johyun, 2014).
Community colleges are responsible for educating large numbers of nontraditional students who are often poor and undereducated (Monk-Turner, 1998).
Policies and practices of states will impact these individuals and assist in them having
the best chance of success of completing whatever program they choose, whether it is an
associate degree or some sort of credentialing that will help them earn a decent income.
Colleges must help students achieve this goal through policy and programs like child
care and remedial instruction when needed. Policy will be determined by state or local
control and the form of centralized or decentralized governance that the state practices
with regard to community colleges (Stuart, Rios-Aguilar, Deil-Amen, 2014).
O’Lawrence’s (2007) study of California community colleges showed that
almost 75% of students attended school for career and technical pursuits, with the other
25% desiring to move on to a 4-year institution. The study was conducted with the
purpose of helping legislators in the state understand how much CTE was needed. By
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using a case study methodology, O’Lawrence (2007) concluded that technical education
was being pursued by wide numbers of the population. It is best to focus on centralized
models of distribution in order to help increase funding to these colleges (O’Lawrence,
2007).
Wachen, Jenkins, and Van Noy (2011) conducted a study on Washington state’s
Integrated Basic Education and Skills Training (I-BEST) model that was developed and
implemented at the community and technical colleges around the state. This model
includes basic skills instructors and technical trade and industry instructors who work
together to create college-level classes that integrate students working toward their GED
completion while also obtaining a skill that can put them to work. The study showed the
many successes and improvements that other states can take to incorporate their own
version of I-BEST (Wachen et al., 2011). The previous study conducted by Tollefson et
al. (1999) showed that Washington State has a rating of 2.93 on the scale rating if they
practice centralized or decentralized control of their colleges; this places them close to
the middle suggesting they practice a combination of both (Tollefson et al., 1999).
Washington State is in a unique position, though closer to decentralized than centralized.
Scholars are still debating whether or not education should include a
credentialing certificate or associate degree. Carruthers and Sanford (2014) showed that
the credentialing program is a great launching pad for individuals into the workforce, but
that after time, their earnings may become stagnate. This study includes data from
Kentucky community colleges that show that associate degree earners earn more than
diploma earners, who earn more than those with credentials. Women also seem to
benefit more from credentialing than men do (Carruthers & Sanford, 2014). Kentucky is
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rated 3.59 on the centralization/decentralization spectrum, which indicates that there is
greater state control over the community college system than other states (Tollefson et
al., 1999). This is related to the present study because it takes the focus away from CTE
indicators and places emphasis on graduate earnings.
CTE programs are held accountable to state and federal guidelines and
accountability systems. These systems can provide guidance on how programs are
performing, but each state has different ways of showing success or failure within the
program framework. A framework is needed that can compare and contrast these
programs and give other states a blueprint that can lead to success within their own
programs and provide a tool for accountability (Brodersen, Yanoski, Hyslop, &
Imperatore, 2016).
Factors Impacting Scores
The independent variables in the study included the form of state governance
(centralized/decentralized), state’s median household income, state’s percentage of
community colleges that are rural, state’s unemployment rate, and the state’s cost of
educating each full time enrolled community college student. The following section will
review the scholarly work on those topics. Research conducted by Meyer (1979) indicate
that the United States is different in the centralization of governance of their education
system than the rest of the world. Educational systems around the world are governed by
a centralized state-run system normally overseen by a minister of education. Meyer
(1979) suggests that the United States educational system started out as a decentralized
system governed by localized systems and morphed into state ran systems sometime in
the late 19th Century. The federal government has very little control over state programs,
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instructor qualifications, and governance decisions. This has created an educational
system that varies in every state and can have an impact on funding streams and student
performance.
Mills (2000) laid the foundation along with Marx and Weber in the ideology of
social issues and its impact on society. Mills states that an individual is prone to view
his or her personal struggles and issues that he or she has brought on him or herself. He
suggests that instead these issues should be considered under the overall social issues
that exist within a society. Mills even suggests that sociologist have a moral duty to use
the knowledge they have gained to reveal the troubles an individual may have relative to
the social issues that exist. The independent variables in this study can be considered
social constructs that exist that impact the individual.
Israel, Beaulieau, and Hartless (2001) studied community social capital and the
effect that it has on educational achievement. The study showed that positive parent
influence had a large effect on student performance. Students who came from higher
socio-economic backgrounds where the parents attended college had an expectation that
they would do the same. Positive community influences also indicated that parent-toparent relationships within the community impacted student achievement levels. The
authors stress the importance of strengthening social capital development through schools
and workforce education programs to educate parents on the important role they
themselves and the community play in the success of students’ performance.
Research suggests that there is not a strong relationship between the expenditure
of school resources and student performance. A study by Hanushek (1997) suggests that
regardless of the amount spent on students, there are great variations in overall student
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performance, and educational systems remain inefficient even though great sums are
expended on education. State legislation has a hard time basing funding streams on
student performance levels because student performance varies so much from region to
region. This suggests that local administrators are unsure that the amount of resources
expended per student can result in adequate educational performance results (Hanushek,
1997).
Wenglinsky (1997) conducted a study to determine how money spent in the
educational system impacted student performance. He discovered that areas that were
socially and economically disadvantaged were more likely to spend increased funding
on raising teacher and administrator pay instead of hiring more teachers. Hiring
additional teachers’ results in decreased class size, which allows more one-on-one time
with teachers and increased student performance. He suggests that resources should be
spent on things that will increase student achievement and provide a level playing field
regardless of social-economic background.
A study completed by Ashenfelter and Ham (1979) indicates that the level of
education of an individual is inverse to unemployment rates and earnings. Their
findings show that educational level and work experience directly correlate to the level
of unemployment hours accumulated by an individual. The findings also suggest that
unemployment hours is related to the type of labor that is needed and that the individual
can sell to the employer. This suggests that choice of education may be reduced in order
to avoid unemployment and meet labor demands (Ashenfelter & Ham, 1979).
Additionally, a report conducted on the jobs deficit and long-term unemployment
specifically during the great recession showed that parental job losses had adverse
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impacts on children including poor school performance. Katz (2014) showed that
during the economic downturn, companies improve their organizational efficiency to
make up for reduced manpower and improve productivity. This extends unemployment
downturns even further and will affect families for longer periods of time. The report
suggests policy makers ensure that the structural components are in place to provide
funding and relevant postsecondary education and job training programs. They also
suggest that existing employment service programs and Workforce Investment Act
programs are broken and very difficult for individuals to navigate (Katz, 2014).
A perception has existed that students within rural communities receive an
inferior education in relation to their urban counterparts. Research completed by Fan
and Chen (1998) addressed these issues and was the largest study to date on this topic.
Their research included a diverse sample including the four major ethnic groups
represented in America: Black, Hispanic, White, and Asian. The authors indicate that
this is not only an American debate but one that stretches around the globe. The
findings of the authors’ research indicate that no measurable differences exist in the
areas of math, reading, science, and social studies between rural and urban students.
This study also adjusted for the socio-economic status of students within their
perspective regions (Fan & Chen, 1998).
Thayer (2000) completed a study of student retention and performance from low
income and first-generation students. The study suggests that students who are first
generation and low income are less likely to enroll in secondary education. These
students are also far less likely to persist and complete either a 2 or 4-year education if
they do start on an educational pathway. Family income is a huge deciding factor on
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whether an individual will enter and complete a secondary educational program. First
generational students are also at risk due to their lack of knowledge from their parents or
relatives about the college experience. Recommendations include a robust Student
Support Services division and very structured first year programs to help these
individuals adjust to college life and expectations (Thayer, 2000).
A study completed by Martin, Galentino, and Townsend (2014) sought to
discover what made community college students who came from socio-economically
challenged backgrounds successful. Their results indicated that individuals who were
successful in completing college shared several traits. These students all entered college
as disadvantaged students but had clear goals set, the ability to manage external
demands, self-empowerment, and motivation. This study proved that the challenges of
entering college underprepared and from a lower socio-economic background can be
overcome through motivation and self-empowerment of the student.
Colleges must pay attention to the status of low-income young adults who enter
college and attempt to understand what will make them successful. Without this group
of individuals, national attainment goals and the anticipated economic boost that an
educated workforce can provide will not be realized (Institute for Higher Education,
2018). According to Walpole (2003) students from lower socio-economic backgrounds
have different cultural capitals than their peers from higher socio-economic
backgrounds. Students from lower socio-economic backgrounds who do attend college
are less likely to be involved in group activities, work more, study less, and have lower
grade point averages than their counterparts from higher socio-economic backgrounds.
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The studies from Martin et al. (2014), The Institute for Higher Education (2018),
and Walpole (2003) all indicate that disadvantaged students are a population that
America can ill afford to ignore. Policy makers must strive to understand the variables
that can make these students successful if America’s economy is to succeed. There are
many emerging occupations that will need a diverse workforce that will require
postsecondary education. Perhaps the educational system should focus their orientations
on what it takes to be a successful student like being motivated and preparing for outside
forces that may impact students’ educational goals.
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Student Emotional Perceptions and Response While Attending College
A study conducted by Zhang and Ozuna (2015) investigated college engineering
transfer students’ emotional experience using validation theory. The authors of this
study found that faculty of community colleges were very important to students who
sought to improve their role within the social community of the institution. By gaining
entry into the social community, students’ academic experiences improved, and they
gained confidence in their ability to achieve their academic goals (Zhang & Ozuna,
2015)
Similarly, Ellis (2013) investigated the community college as an entry point to
the bachelor’s degree, and the way that community colleges are becoming the preferred
route of students who wish to receive an academic degree. By conducting a qualitative
study of students’ attitudes, behaviors and knowledge about the experience of
transferring, Ellis (2013) found that students who transferred from a community college
were on average more successful than students matriculating into universities and
colleges directly. Successful transfer students were shown to be extremely motivated,
persistent, engaged and prepared for the rigor of the university by the community
colleges they attended (Ellis, 2013).
The role of transfer student capital is the subject of a study conducted by
Starobin, Smith, and Laanan (2016). Transfer student capital referred to the intersection
of social capital and cultural capital in a student’s social experiences. The authors
conducted a qualitative study to explore the experiences of female transfer students. In
adjusting to life at the university, the students found that the factors of cultural and
social capital were very important in increasing positive student-faculty interactions and
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supportive classroom environments. Student perception was widely guided by the
possession of certain forms of social and cultural capital, which in turn affected
academic performance (Starobin et al., 2016).
The Carl Perkins Act
The Carl Perkins Act (2006) requires that states receiving these funds for CTE
programs report data annually to federal authorities in six core indicators of
performance. These include the following.


1P1 Technical Skill Attainment. Numerator: Number of CTE concentrators who
completed a degree or occupational certificate or who are still enrolled in the
institution or have transferred within 4 years of enrollment. Denominator:
Number of CTE concentrators (The Carl Perkins Act, 2006, p. 4)



2P1 Credential, Certificate, or Diploma Completers. Numerator: Number of
CTE concentrators who received an industry-recognized credential, a certificate,
or a degree during the reporting year. Denominator: Number of CTE
concentrators in the postsecondary education tracking cohort for the reporting
year. (The Carl Perkins Act, 2006, p. 4)



3P1 Fall-To-Fall Student Retention or Transfer. Numerator: Number of CTE
concentrators who remained enrolled in their original postsecondary institution
or transferred to another 2-or 4-year postsecondary institution during the
reporting year and who were enrolled in postsecondary education in the fall of
the previous reporting year. Denominator: Number of CTE concentrators who
were enrolled in postsecondary education in the fall of the previous reporting
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year and who did not earn an industry-recognized credential, certificate, or
degree in the previous reporting year. (The Carl Perkins Act, 2006, p. 15).


4P1 Student Placement. Numerator: Number of CTE concentrators who
completed a program and were working, placed or retained in employment or
placed in military service or apprenticeship programs in the 2nd post program
quarter (e.g., unduplicated placement status for CTE concentrators who
graduated by June 30, 2015, would be assessed between October 1, 2015, and
December 31, 2015). Denominator: Number of CTE concentrators who
completed and left postsecondary education during the reporting year (The Carl
Perkins Act, 2006, p. 15)



5P1 Nontraditional Participation. Numerator: Number of CTE participants from
underrepresented gender groups who participated in a program that leads to
employment in nontraditional fields during the reporting year. Denominator:
Number of CTE participants who enrolled in a program that leads to employment
in nontraditional fields during the reporting year (The Carl Perkins Act, 2006, p.
62).



5P2 Nontraditional Completion. Numerator: Number of CTE concentrators from
underrepresented gender groups who completed a program that leads to
employment in nontraditional fields during the reporting year. Denominator:
Number of CTE concentrators who completed a program that leads to
employment (The Carl Perkins Act, 2006, p. 15).
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Community College Degrees and Credentialing
Community colleges offer varying levels of student learning that include
degrees, and long and short-term credentialing. Dadgar and Trimble (2015) explored the
earning potential for community college students who earn an associate degree or some
sort of short or long-term credential. Dadgar and Trimble (2015) looked at earning
potential for these groups at a college in Washington state. The study found that earning
an associate degree increased earning potential in every field. Some fields produced
higher earning potential than other fields. Long term credentialing certificates produced
higher earnings over short term credentialing programs but not as much as earning an
associate degree. Short term credentialing produced no greater earning potential or
increased chances for employment when compared with attending college, earning some
credits, and leaving with no credentials (Dadgar & Trimble, 2015). This is relevant to
the present study because it gives an example of Washington’s unique place within the
continuum of centralization and decentralization.
Methodological Weaknesses of Prior Studies
Weaknesses observed in the various studies presented above include single-state
studies that only looked at one perspective. For example, Wachen et al.’s (2011) study
does not focus on the broader conditions that determine the implementation of the IBEST system, focusing on the local aspects rather than structural conditions. Another
weakness is the vast amount of information that must be digested to truly research
questions involving state community colleges, since there are so many of them. There
are also so many dynamics that go into the success or failure of community college
programs and CTE in particular. For instance, Weerts and Ronca’s (2012) study of state
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support rests upon too small a sample size. A true testing instrument is also not in place
for discovering the education and qualifications of CTE instructors around the country.
Some of the researchers also had trouble getting responses from community colleges and
in some cases, the whole state; this hurts everyone in the long run in respect to
discovering the best practices.
Summary
The above review clearly shows the differences in governance and control of
community colleges throughout the United States of America. The variance of
centralization of control or decentralization of control of community colleges has many
impacts on the system as a whole. It also shows that the United States has had a long
journey in developing quality CTE programs. There are varied approaches to CTE
around the nation in relation to associate degree completion and short and long-term
credentialing. An individual’s success is determined by the level of education they
received thus increasing earning potential. State education systems around the country
vary in the amount of money that they spend per student and studies have shown that
more funds spent does not mean a successful student. The Carl Perkins Act attempts to
provide accountability of federal funds spent by requiring states to report data in six
fields to determine success. There are many variables that can have an impact on
student performance including a student’s socioeconomic background. The literature
also shows that the educational system is largely responsible for driving America’s
capitalistic economy and starting the social stratification process. The role that local
communities and industries play in the organization of community colleges. How
centralization or decentralization of the community college governance will affect those
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industries and communities. Finally, the literature shows that funding streams are
largely the deciding factor on whether a state governs its community college system
under centralized control or in a decentralized manner allowing local control.
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CHAPTER III
METHOD
Introduction
This chapter details the steps that were taken to understand if there is a
relationship between the dependent variable that include the mean score of the six core
indicators of performance specified in the Carl Perkins Act and the independent
variables included: form of governance (centralized/decentralized) according to
Fletchers (2017) research, median household income, unemployment rate, percent of
rural community colleges by state, and the amount spent per full time community
college student enrollment by state. These data were broken down by state and were the
latest data from the Bureau of Labor and Statistics, the Census Bureau, and the IPEDS.
A quasi-experimental, nonequivalent design was used in this study. The data were
collected via the Carl Perkins Act data bank and the Bureau of Labor and Statistics, the
Census Bureau, and IPEDS. This chapter includes the research design, research
questions, research site, population and sampling procedures, and data analysis
procedure.
Research Design
This study used a quasi-experimental, nonequivalent design. A quasiexperimental design does not include randomly selected groups (Creswell, 2014). This
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study did not include randomly selected groups and was a nonequivalent control group
design. This study compared the states using a centralized governance system to states
using a decentralized governance system for community colleges and checked to see if
there was a relationship between the two systems. The states were broken into two
separate groups. States that had a community college governing/coordinating board
were considered centralized. States that were governed by one of the other methods
identified in Fletcher’s (2017) research were considered decentralized. This was in
accordance with Fletcher’s (2017) study of governance structures of state community
college systems. This consisted of five separate groups that Fletcher designated as
having:


Coordinating/governing board for community colleges separate from K12 and the university system.



Coordination for community college governance falls beneath a
university coordinating/governing board.



No state level coordinating or governing board.



The same coordinating/governing board as K-12, but separate from the
university system.



The same coordinating/governing board as the university system.

The dependent variable was be the mean score for the six reporting categories’ of
Carl Perkins Act data for each state. The independent variables were:


Median household income by state.



The cost per full time enrolled community college student by state.



The percent of community colleges that are rural by state.
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Unemployment rate by state.
Research Questions

There were 5 research questions associated with this study. (1) Is there a
relationship between the form of governance (centralized/decentralized) and Carl
Perkins Act reporting scores on the six core indicators of performance in community
colleges throughout the United States? (2) Is there a relationship between reporting
scores as required by Carl Perkins Act, based on the degree of centralization in relation
to median household income? (3) Is there a relationship between reporting scores as
required by Carl Perkins Act, based on the degree of centralization in relation to the cost
of educating full time enrolled community college students per state? (4) Is there a
relationship between reporting scores as required by Carl Perkins Act, based on the
degree of centralization in relation to the percent of community colleges that are rural by
state? (5) Is there a relationship in reporting scores as required by Carl Perkins Act,
based on the degree of centralization in relation to the state unemployment rate?
Table 2 shows the analysis based on specific questions. Questions 2-5 were
analyzed using regression analysis showing the strength of the relationship between the
dependent variable and the independent variables. B1 indicated if the state is centralized
or decentralized in its form of governance.
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Table 2
Statistical Analysis of Independent and Dependent Variables
Research Question

Instrument

Analysis Procedure

Relationship between
reporting scores as
required by Carl Perkins
Act, based on governance
structure and median
household income? (B2)
Is there a relationship
between reporting scores
as required by Carl
Perkins Act, based on
degree of centralization
in relation to the amount
spent per full time
enrolled student by state?
(B3)
Is there a relationship
between reporting scores
as required by Carl
Perkins Act, based on
degree of centralization
in relation to the percent
of community colleges
that are rural by state?
(B4)
Is there a relationship
between reporting scores
as required by Carl
Perkins Act, based on
degree of centralization
in relation to the state
unemployment rate? (B5)

Existing data from the
Perkins Act data center
and the Bureau of Labor
and Statistics (income)

Regression analysis
Centralized
Yi=54.163+1.282E-S
Decentralized
Yi=64.831+.000

Existing data from the
Perkins Act data center
and IPEDS (amount spent
per full time enrolled
community college
student)

Regression analysis
Centralized
Yi=64.577+-.001
Decentralized
Yi=55.234+-2.764E-5

Existing data from the
Perkins Act data center
and the United States
Census Bureau (Percent
of community colleges
considered rural)

Regression analysis
Centralized
Yi=57.021+-.040
Decentralized
Yi=55.077+-.007

Existing data from the
Perkins Act data center
and the Bureau of Labor
and Statistics
(unemployment rate)

Regression analysis
Centralized
Yi=50.822+.826
Decentralized
Yi=53.589+.244
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Research Participants
Participants in this study consisted of the 50 states that make up the United States
of America. Each of the 50 states combined the Carl Perkins Act reporting data for their
state and submitted it cumulatively to federal authorities that accumulate the reporting
data, review it, and post it on the Carl Perkins Act data center for public analyzation.
The reporting data were from the year 2016, the latest year that all reporting data is
complete.
Data Collection
The data required for this study was accumulated after gaining approval from the
Mississippi State University Institutional Review Board (IRB). Once approval was
given the data were obtained from the following sources. Scores for the six core
reporting areas came from the Carl Perkins Act data reporting site for state reporting
scores. State forms of governance were acquired from Fletcher’s (2017) model of
centralization. The data, median household income, unemployment, amount spent per
full time community college student, and the percent of community colleges that are
rural was gathered from the Bureau of Labor and Statistics, the Census Bureau, IPEDS
for the year 2016.
Data Analysis
Once all the data were acquired, each research question was analyzed. The data
were broken down into the two separate groups by state as Fletcher (2017) described in
his research. A regression analysis was conducted using the data for each of the five
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research questions to show the strength of the relationship between the dependent
variable and the independent variables.
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Summary
This chapter details the method that was used for the research involved in this
study. The participants are identified as well as the procedure of analyzing the data.
The data were collected utilizing public accessible data available through various
websites. The participants were identified as the 50 states that make up the United
States of America that includes the public community colleges in each state that reports
data to the Carl Perkins Data site via state authorities. The data collected through the
United States Census Bureau in relation to determining if a community college was rural
was coded by the bureau. The researcher used the Census Bureau’s definition of rural to
separate urban from rural community colleges. These participants are all preexisting so
the study is quasi-experimental. The period of time for this study was be the year 2016,
the year the most up to date information is available through the Carl Perkins Act data
base.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS
Introduction
The need to discover the most effective form of governance of community
college systems in relation to successful CTE programs is of great importance to
America’s future. Garrett (1992) developed a rating system in an attempt to discover the
degree of centralization of community college governance systems based on a 29question instrument that he developed. Tollefson et al. (1999) took this research even
further and developed a more in-depth instrument to discover the degree of
centralization that state governance systems utilize in relation to their community
colleges. Fletcher (2017) conducted research to determine if there were any
correlational relationships, instead of differences, between state funding distribution
formulae and state-level community college governance structures.
There has not been a study to determine the relationship between governance of
community colleges and CTE performance. The purpose of this quasi-experimental,
nonequivalent research design was to examine the relationship of state governance
systems (centralized and/decentralized) and the Carl Perkins Act reporting scores while
also considering median income, unemployment, percent of community colleges that are
rural, and the amount spent per full time enrolled community college student by state.
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The purpose of this chapter is to provide the results of the study. This chapter
begins with a summary of the data collection process and continues with a description of
the study sample. The assumptions of the regression and the statistical analysis are
presented. The results of the regression are then discussed. The chapter ends with a
summary.
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Data Collection
This quantitative study was conducted using data from the year 2016, the most
updated data from Carl Perkins Act reporting center. Data were collected from the
Bureau of Labor, United States Census Bureau, IPEDS, and the Carl Perkins Act
reporting data center. Data collected included median household income,
unemployment rates, amount spent per full time enrolled community college student,
percent of community colleges that are rural, and grand performance reporting scores
from the six categories required by the Carl Perkins Act by state.
Descriptive Statistics: Study Participants
Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics that were used in the study. The
sample of participants was N = 50. This included the 50 states that make up the United
States of America. A requirement of the study was that the participants provided data to
the Carl Perkins Act reporting authority for the six required areas. The independent
variables included centralized or decentralized governance, median household income,
the percent of community colleges that are rural, unemployment rate, and amount spent
per full time enrolled community college student. The independent variable data that
was collected came from the Bureau of Labor and Statistics, the United States Census
Bureau, and IPEDS. The form of governance (centralized/decentralized) was decided in
accordance with Fletcher’s (2017) data. These data were further organized by state and
compared data using the mean score of Carl Perkins Act reporting data as the dependent
variable. Data were acquired from the Carl Perkins Act reporting database in each of the
core indicators described in the theoretical framework portion of this dissertation (i.e.,
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technical skill attainment, completion, retention or transfer, placement, nontraditional
participation, and nontraditional completion).
The core indicator data were from the year 2016, the latest year the data were
complete. By using these data, the target performance mean scores for the states were
computed because the target performance score provides the most accurate
representation of performance. The mean score was computed for the actual
performance for each state for the grand total performance for each of the six core
indicators of performance. Each score, along with the independent variable data and the
form of governance (centralized/decentralized), was entered into SPSS for each state.
The states were divided into two separate groups, based on whether they had centralized
or decentralized forms of governance. A regression analysis was performed in order to
analyze if a relationship exists between the independent and dependent variables for
each group. According to Gravetter and Wallnau (2013), “wherever there is a
relationship between two variables it is possible to use the value of one variable to
predict the value of another” (p. 519).
Descriptive Statistics
Table 3
Descriptive Statistics for Each State Sorted by Mean CTE Scores

States
California
Tennessee
Delaware
Idaho
Mississippi

Governance
Centralized
Decentralize
d
Centralized
Decentralized
Centralized

Mean Score
Percentage
66
64
63
62
61

Media
n
Income
$67739

Unemploymen
t
5.4%

Percent of
CC Rural
16%

Cost Per FTE
$12945

$48547
$61757
$51807
$41754

4.8%
4.4%
3.8%
5.8%

63%
100%
50%
100%

$11614
$16332
$15168
$13048
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Table 3 (continued)
Pennsylvania
Kansas
Washington
Oregon
Kentucky
Maine
New Jersey
Nevada
Arkansas
Alabama
New
Hampshire
Montana
South Dakota
North
Carolina
South
Carolina
Vermont
Rhode Island
New York
New Mexico
Hawaii
Georgia
Oklahoma
Massachusetts
Indiana
Florida
Illinois
West Virginia
Utah
Nebraska
Michigan
Maryland
Texas
Missouri
Connecticut
Arizona
Ohio
Alaska
Louisiana
North Dakota
Iowa
Colorado
Virginia

Decentralized
Decentralized
Centralized
Decentralized
Centralized
Centralized
Centralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Centralized
Centralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Centralized
Centralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Centralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Centralized
Centralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Centralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Centralized
Centralized

61
61
60
60
59
59
59
59
59
58
58
58
57
56
56
56
56
56
56
56
54
54
54
54
54
53
53
53
53
53
52
51
51
51
51
50
50
49
49
48
47
47

$56907
$54935
$67106
$57532
$46659
$53079
$76126
$55180
$44334
$46257

5.4%
4.2%
5.4%
4.9%
5%
3.9%
5%
5.7%
4%
6%

24%
88%
1%
65%
63%
19%
42%
0%
77%
65%

$14267
$14063
$14118
$21149
$11107
$12320
$11585
$11182
$13704
$11611

$70936
$50027
$54467

2.8%
4.1%
2.8%

57%
91%
100%

$16670
$22179
$19024

$50584

5.1%

65%

$12529

$49501
$57677
$60596
$62909
$46748
$74511
$53559
$49176
$75297
$52314
$50860
$60960
$43385
$65977
$56927
$52492
$78945
$56565
$51746
$73433
$53558
$52334
$76440
$45146
$60656
$56247
$65685
$68114

4.8%
3.3%
5.3%
4.8%
6.7%
3%
5.4%
4.9%
3.7%
4.4%
4.9%
5.9%
6%
3.4%
3.2%
4.9%
4.3%
4.6%
4.5%
5.1%
5.3%
4.9%
6.6%
6.1%
3.2%
3.7%
3.3%
4%

50%
100%
$0%
39%
79%
33%
33%
67%
19%
0%
23%
40%
55%
100%
63%
56%
44%
43%
65%
1%
65%
57%
100%
44%
100%
63%
50%
63%

$12618
$11590
$13184
$15572
$14153
$21273
$11169
$14738
$14538
$9630
$11500
$14232
$13267
$12015
$15852
$14334
$18100
$11321
$11742
$16641
$11211
$13102
$180907
$10470
$22530
$15057
$11737
$10271
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Table 3 (continued)
Minnesota
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Decentralized
Centralized
Centralized

46
45
40

$65599
$56811
$59882

3.9%
4.1%
5.3%

58%
67%
71%

$12495
$26121
$$24438

Table 4 presents the independent variables used in the study; these data were
acquired from the latest data from the Bureau of Labor and Statistics, the Census
Bureau, IPEDS, and the Carl Perkins Act data reporting site.
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Table 4
Income, Unemployment, Cost per Community College Student, Rurality

Independen
t Variables
– By State

Independen
t Variables
– By
Communit
y College

Perkins Community College Data 2016
N
Mean
Standard
Observed
Deviation
Range
50
$57,056.1
$10,870.7
$20,0780
3
$78,945

Potential
Range
$0-$78,945

Unemploymen
t Rate

50

4.6

.98

2.8 – 6.7

0 – 6.7

Cost Per FTE
Per Student

50

$17,808.7
8

$23,838.1
7

$9629.91 –
$180,906.6
0

$0 –
$180,906.6
0

Rural
Community
Colleges

98
6

26.17%
(% rural)

11.49%

11-43%

0-43%

Income

Data Analysis Results
Table 5 provides the parameter estimates and coefficients for the multiple
regression for centralized governance in relation to all dependent variables: median
income, unemployment, percentage of community colleges in rural areas, and cost per
full time enrolled community college student.
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Table 5
Parameter Estimates and Summary for Multiple Regression for Centralized States
Coefficientsa
Unstandardized Standardize
95.0% Confidence
Coefficients
Coefficients
Interval for B
Model
B
Std. Error
Beta
t
Sig. Lower Bound
Upper Bound
1
(Constant)
55.148 20.788
2.653 .019 10.562 99.734
Median Income 9.665E.000
.149
.482 .637
.000
.001
Unemployment
.757
2.038
.107
.371 .716 -3.614
5.128
Percent of CC
.006
.073
.024
.087 .932
-.150
.163
Rural
Cost Per FTE
-.001
.000
-.452
-1.773 .098
-.002
.000
a. Dependent Variable: Actual Mean Score Percentage
Table 6 shows the results of the multiple regression analysis used to test if the
form of centralized governance used by states to govern community colleges significantly
predicted scores as reported to Carl Perkins Act federal authorities in relation to median
household income, percent of community colleges that are rural, unemployment, and cost
per full time enrolled community college student. The results of the regression indicated
the four predictors explained 21% of the variance (R2 =.21, F(4,14) = .947, p>.05.
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Table 6
Correlations for Centralized States
Actual Mean

Median

Unemployment

Score Percentage Income
Pearson
Correlation

Actual Mean Score

CC Rural

1.000

.020

.117

-.152

-.445

Median Income

.020

1.000

-.520

-.317

.146

Unemployment

.117

-.520

1.000

-.055

-.196

Percent of CC Rural

-.152

-.317

-.055

1.000

.271

Cost Per FTE

-.445

.146

-.196

.271

1.000

.468

.317

.268

.028

Percentage

Sig. (1-tailed)Actual Mean Score
Percentage

N

Percent of Cost Per FTE

Median Income

.468

.

.011

.093

.276

Unemployment

.317

.011

.

.411

.211

Percent of CC Rural

.268

.093

.411

.

.131

Cost Per FTE

.028

.276

.211

.131

.

19

19

19

19

19

Median Income

19

19

19

19

19

Unemployment

19

19

19

19

19

Percent of CC Rural

19

19

19

19

19

19

19

19

19

19

Actual Mean Score
Percentage

Cost Per FTE CC
Student

Table 7 shows the parameter estimates and coefficients for the multiple regression for
decentralized governance in relation to all dependent variables: median income,
unemployment, percentage of community colleges in rural areas, and cost per full time
enrolled community college student.
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Table 7
Parameter Estimates and Summary for Multiple Regression for Decentralized States
Coefficientsa
Unstandardized Standardize
Coefficients
Coefficients
B
Std. Error
Beta
67.947 10.962
.000
.000
-.412
-.190
1.132
-.042
-.020
.034
-.148

Model
1
(Constant)
Median Income
Unemployment
Percent of CC
Rural
Cost Per FTE
4.616E
.000
.032
a. Dependent Variable: Actual Mean Score Percentage

95.0% Confidence
Interval for B
t
Sig. Lower Bound
Upper Bound
6.198 .000 45.414 90.480
-1.692 .103
.000
.000
-.168 .868
-2.516
2.136
-.605 .550
-.089
.049
.112

.911

.000

Table 8 shows the results of the multiple regression analysis used to test if the
form of decentralized governance used by states to govern community colleges
significantly predicted scores as reported to Carl Perkins Act federal authorities in
relation to median household income, percent of community colleges that are rural,
unemployment, and cost per full time enrolled community college student. The results of
the regression indicated the four predictors explained 15% of the variance (R2 =.15,
F(4,26) = 1.16, p>.05).
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Table 8
Correlations for Decentralized States
Actual Mean
Score
Percentage
Pearson

Actual Mean Score

Correlation

Percentage

Sig. (1-tailed)

Median
Income

Percent of Cost Per
CC Rural
FTE

Unemployment

1.000

-.368

.054

-.052

-.189

Median Income

-.368

1.000

-.110

-.184

.395

Unemployment

.054

-.110

1.000

-.260

.371

Percent of CC Rural

-.052

-.184

-.260

1.000

.286

Cost Per FTE

-.189

.395

.371

.286

1.000

.

.021

.387

.391

.154

Median Income

.021

.

.278

.160

.014

Unemployment

.387

.278

.

.079

.020

Percent of CC Rural

.391

.160

.079

.

.059

Cost Per FTE

.154

.014

.020

.059

.

31

31

31

31

31

Median Income

31

31

31

31

31

Unemployment

31

31

31

31

31

Percent of CC Rural

31

31

31

31

31

Cost Per FTE

31

31

31

31

31

Actual Mean Score
Percentage

N

Actual Mean Score
Percentage

Table 9 shows the results of the single regression analysis used to test if the form
of centralized governance used by states to govern community colleges significantly
predicted scores as reported to Carl Perkins Act federal authorities in relation to cost per
full time enrolled community college student. The results of the regression indicated the
single predictor explained 2% of the variance (R2 =.02, F(1,17) = .4.19, p>.05).
Although the score fell short of the significant level, it was close enough to confidence
interval to note here.
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Table 9
ANOVA for Centralized Governance in Relation to Cost per Full Time Enrollment
ANOVAa
Model
Sum of Squares
df
Mean Square
1
Regression
160.654
1
160.654
Residual
651.135
17
38.302
Total
811.789
18
a. Dependent Variable: Actual Mean Score Percentage
b. Predictors: (Constant), Cost Per FTE

F
4.194

Sig.
.056b

Table 10 shows the results of the single regression analysis used to test if the form
of decentralized governance used by states to govern community colleges significantly
predicted scores as reported to Carl Perkins Act federal authorities in relation to median
household income. The results of the regression indicated the single predictor explained
14% of the variance (R2 =.14, F(1,29) = 4.53, p<.05).
Table 10
ANOVA for Decentralized Governance in Relation to Median Household Income
ANOVAa
Model
Sum of Squares
df
Mean Square
1
Regression
78.209
1
78.209
Residual
500.565
29
17.261
Total
578.774
30
a. Dependent Variable: Actual Mean Score Percentage
b. Predictors: (Constant), Median Income

F
4.531

Sig.
.042b

Additional statistical tests were run to determine if there were a difference
between centralized and decentralized community college systems regarding Actual
mean score percentage and cost per full time enrolled community college student. Table
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11 illustrates the descriptive statistics for the actual mean score percentage between
centralized and decentralized forms of governance.
Table 12 illustrates an independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare
Centralized and Decentralized community college systems in their actual mean score
percentage. There was not a statistically significant difference in the scores for
Centralized community college systems (M=54.89, SD=6.72) and Decentralized
community college systems (M=54.83, SD=4.38) for Actual Mean Score Percentage
t=.039, p = .97. The results of this t-test are not statistically significant.
Table 11
Descriptive Statistics for T-test for Actual Mean Score Percentage

Type of System N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Actual Mean Score Percentage Centralized
19 54.89
6.72
1.54
Decentralized 30 54.83
4.38
.799
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Table 12
T-test Results for Actual Mean Score Percentage

Independent Samples Test
Levene's
Test for
Equality
of
Variances

Actual
Equal
Mean
variances
Score
assumed
Percentage
Equal
variances
not
assumed

t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence
Interval of the
Sig.
Difference
(2Mean Std. Error
F Sig. t
df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
4.18 .047 .039 47
.97
.06
1.58
-3.12
3.24

.035 27.75 .97

.061

1.74

-3.50

3.62

Table 13 illustrates the descriptive statistics for the cost per full time enrolled
community college student between centralized and decentralized forms of governance.
Table 14 illustrates an independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare Centralized
and Decentralized community college systems in their cost per full time enrolled
community college student. The state of Alaska was removed from the test due to being
an outlier, their cost per full time enrolled community college student was $180,907
compared to the mean of $20,123.71. There was not a statistically significant difference
in the scores for Centralized community college systems (M=14030.95, SD=4329.17) and
Decentralized community college systems (M=14764.27, SD=3509.59) for cost per full
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time enrolled community college student; t =-.651, p = .518. The results of this t-test are
not statistically significant.

Table 13
Descriptive Statistics for T-test for Cost Per Full Time Enrolled Community College
Student

Type of System
Cost Per FTE Centralized
Decentralized

N
19
30

Mean
14030.95
14764.27

Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
4329.17
993.18
3509.59
640.76

Table 14
T-test Results for Cost Per Full Time Enrolled Community College Student

Independent Samples Test
Levene's
Test for
Equality
of
Variances

Cost Equal
Per variances
FTE assumed
Equal
variances
not
assumed

t-test for Equality of Means

F Sig.
t
.101 .752 -.651
-.620

df
47

95% Confidence
Interval of the
Sig.
Difference
(2Mean Std. Error
tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
.518 -733.32 1127.10 -3000.76 1534.12

32.597 .539
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-733.32

1181.94 -3139.12 1672.48

Research Questions
Research Question 1. Is there a relationship between form of governance
(centralized/decentralized) and Carl Perkins Act reporting scores on the six core
indicators of performance in community colleges throughout the United States? Two
separate multiple regression analyses were run for centralized states and decentralized
states. The predictors used in both models include: actual mean score percentage, median
household income, the percent of community colleges that are rural, unemployment rate,
and amount spent per full time enrolled community college student. Both tests ran did
not indicate a statistically significant result for both centralized and decentralized forms
of governance utilizing these predictors in the regression model. An independent-samples
t-test was conducted to compare centralized and decentralized community college
systems in their actual mean score percentage. There was not a statistically significant
difference in the scores for centralized community college systems (M=54.89, SD=6.72)
and decentralized community college systems (M=54.83, SD=4.38) for Actual Mean
Score Percentage t=.039, p = .97. The results of this t-test are not statistically significant.
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare centralized and decentralized
community college systems in their cost per full time enrolled community college
student. There was not a statistically significant difference in the scores for centralized
community college systems (M=14030.95, SD=4329.17) and decentralized community
college systems (M=14764.27, SD=3509.59) for Cost per FTE; t =-.651, p = .518. The
results of this t-test are not statistically significant.
Research Question 2. Is there a relationship between reporting scores as required by
Carl Perkins Act, based on degree of centralization in relation to median household
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income? The results of the regression for the centralized form of governance indicated
the four predictors explained 21% of the variance (R2 =.21, F(4,14) = .947, p>.05). The
multiple regression showed a significant difference in the decentralized form of
governance, so a single regression was run. The results of the regression for the
decentralized form of governance indicated median household income explained 14% of
the variance (R2 =.14, F(1,29) = 4.53, p<.05). This indicates that the decentralized form
of governance and median household income is a good predictor of Carl Perkins Act
reporting scores. The centralized form of governance however produced no statistically
significant results.
Research Question 3. Is there a relationship between reporting scores as required by
Carl Perkins Act, based on degree of centralization in relation to the amount spent per
full time enrolled student per state? The results of the regression for the decentralized
form of governance indicated the four predictors explained 2% of the variance (R2 =.02,
F(4,26)=1.16, p>.05). A multiple regression was run on the centralized form of
governance using all the independent variables in the model. The results of the
regression indicated the four predictors explained 21% of the variance (R2 =.21, F(4,14)
=.947, p>.05). This indicates that the amount a state spends per full time community
college student enrollment has no predictive effect on Carl Perkins Act reporting data
when calculated with this specific regression model.
Research Question 4. Is there a relationship between reporting scores as required by
Carl Perkins Act, based on degree of centralization in relation to the percent of
community colleges that are rural by state? The percentage of community colleges that
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are rural in a state did not predict Carl Perkins Act reporting data based on the results of
the linear regression.
Research Question 5. Is there a relationship between reporting scores as required by
Carl Perkins Act, based on degree of centralization in relation to the state unemployment
rate? The state unemployment rate did not predict Carl Perkins Act reporting data based
on the results of the linear regression.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION
Introduction
This chapter summarizes the study of the relationships between form of
governance (centralized/decentralized) and Carl Perkins Act scores as reported to federal
authorities by states that receive funding for CTE programs. The purpose of this study
was to understand the relationship between the six core indicators of performance (i.e.,
technical skill attainment, completion, retention or transfer, placement, nontraditional
participation, and nontraditional completion) as required by the Carl Perkins Act and the
form of governance (i.e., centralized or decentralized) over community college systems
throughout the United States. This considered the independent variables to be form of
governance (centralized/decentralized), median household income, the percent of
community colleges that are rural by state, unemployment rate, and the amount spent per
full time enrolled community college student by state.
Summary of Results
A multiple regression analysis was run for both centralized and decentralized
forms of governance in relation to Carl Perkins Act reporting scores in relation to cost per
full time enrolled community college student, median household income, unemployment,
and percent of community colleges that are rural per state. The results indicate that the
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overall model will not serve as a good indicator of Carl Perkins Act reporting scores.
The only significant result was found in a decentralized form of governance in relation to
median household income and Carl Perkins Act reporting scores. These models address
research questions two, three, four and five. The test results indicated that neither the
centralized or decentralized model will serve as a good predictor of Carl Perkins Act
reporting scores in relation to the independent variables. Additionally, two independent
samples t-tests were run to compare centralized and decentralized forms of government
utilizing actual mean score percentage and cost per full time enrolled community college
student. There was not a statistically significant difference between centralized and
decentralized forms of government in regard to these two categories.
Discussion of Findings
Research question 1, Is there a relationship between the form of governance
(centralized/decentralized) and Carl Perkins Act reporting scores on the six core
indicators of performance in community colleges throughout the United States? The
literature indicated that there are many varied degrees of governance throughout the
nation when considering state control of community colleges (Tollefson et al., 1999).
Financial formulas vary from state to state and determine the amount and funding streams
that community colleges will receive (Fletcher, 2017). This directly affects the quality
and types of CTE programs that are available for students within the community
college’s region. The results of the test indicate that the model will not serve as a good
predictor of Carl Perkins Act scores for either forms of governance.
Research question 2, Is there a relationship between reporting scores as required
by Carl Perkins Act, based on degree of centralization in relation to median household
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income? A significant finding was discovered with decentralized forms of governance in
relation to median household incomes and Carl Perkins Act reporting scores. Thayer
(2000) suggests that first generation students from low income families struggle in
community college. The fact that one of the independent variables in the research
produced a significant result indicates that the way that community colleges are governed
may have an impact on the reporting scores of CTE programs throughout the nation in
relation to select independent variables. Depending if a community college system is
controlled by state or local control will have a deciding factor in the types of programs
offered in the CTE realm. Local boards may be more in touch with the types of programs
needed within their regions more than a state board. Form of governance may have an
effect on creating a solid workforce within the state thereby increasing median income
and raising the standard of living for families. According to these results all state systems
should be decentralized as the test results indicate that this form of governance raises
median income in the state. These results may give states and argument against
centralizing control of community college systems.
Research question 3, Is there a relationship between reporting scores as required
by Carl Perkins Act, based on degree of centralization in relation to the amount spent per
full time enrolled community college student per state? The amount of funds expended
per full time enrolled student varies from state to state. Mullin and Honeyman (2007)
state that community colleges are often competing for scarce resources and losing the
battle. The research did not find a relationship between form of governance and amount
spent per full time enrollment community college student. For centralized forms of
governance, the indication was very close to being significant however. Funding CTE
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programs can be very expensive and colleges have had to increase funding through rising
tuition to cover the costs of running programs (Mullin & Honeyman, 2007). The fact that
the reporting score was close to a significant level may prove that the centralized form of
governance oversight may place funding where it is needed to ensure the success of the
student.
Research question 4, Is there a relationship between reporting scores as required
by Carl Perkins Act, based on degree of centralization in relation to the percent of
community colleges that are rural by state? Fan and Chen (1998) did not indicate a
significant difference in reporting scores with form of state governance and the percent of
community colleges considered rural. This agrees with previous research that indicated
no differences in urban and rural students’ grades and performance.
Research question 5, Is there a relationship between reporting scores as required
by Carl Perkins Act, based on degree of centralization in relation to the state
unemployment rate? The research indicated no significant result in form of governance
and unemployment rate in relation to Carl Perkins Act reporting scores. This is in
conflict with previous research (Katz, 2014) that indicates that family unemployment
impacts students’ grades and performance. In the year 2016, America was considered to
be out of the recession period; previous research was conducted during the recession and
may have had an impact on results (Kalleberg & Von Wachter, 2017).
Results in Relation to the Theoretical Framework
This study was guided by the contingency theory of Friedler (1964). The
contingency theory states that the relationship between leadership style and the
favorableness of the situation function together to determine performance. Situational
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favorableness was described by Fiedler (1964) in terms of three empirically-derived
dimensions including leader-member relationship, degree of task structure, and leader's
position power. Perhaps a decentralized form of governance allows local leaders to
address the needs of industries within their regions allowing them to structure CTE
programs to ensure the success of businesses in the area thereby increasing median
income in the state. By allowing more local control this may create a favorable
environment for student success and positive income amounts. In relation to a
centralized form of governance and amount spent per full time students, centrally
controlled community colleges may have developed better state funding distribution
formulas that ensure student success in CTE education. They may also have developed
centralized programs throughout the state that all community colleges can access thereby
reducing resources that must be spent by each college individually.
Hogan (1982) describes education as an instrument to reinforce class structure
within society. The Carl Perkins Act ensures that states receive CTE funding for
programs as long as they meet the requirements of the Act. States are allowed to create
their own testing instruments to meet the requirement of the Carl Perkins Act. A robust
testing instrument is needed to create a baseline for federal authorities to compare state
systems to understand what practices are creating the best results. If a life-long learning
concept is to be practiced within the United States community colleges should create a
pathway for individuals to turn previous terminal degrees into the chance to earn a
bachelor’s degree without starting from the beginning.
Marxist theory would suggest (Marx & Engels, 2002) CTE programs as a
continuation of the wealthy class to ensure that a steady supply of workers was being
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trained to drive on the capitalistic machine that America has become. Smith’s theory
(1838) would suggest CTE programs as a tool to ensure the economic wealth of the
United States of America by ensuring that a steady supply of trained workers was
available to sustain and increase America’s industrial base and keep it wealthy. The
citizens of America are taught from an early age to work hard, go to school by means of
student loans, get a loan to buy a car and go into further debt to own a home and raise a
family. Antonio Gramsci’s theory would describe this chain of events as ideological
subjugation of the proletariat class (Adamson, 1983).
From an early age Americans are groomed to believe that a life of credit and
living on borrowed money is the normal way of living in this country. This is reinforced
through the fabric of American society through educational systems. This cultural
hegemony leads individuals to believe the American dream includes being in debt from
cradle to grave. This has become a normal way of life for new generations and keeps the
capitalistic gears turning and production increasing. Gramsci (1983) states that the ruling
class will reinforce these ideas where they are accepted as absolute and beyond
questioning by the masses. According to Marxist theory (Marx & Engels, 2002), this will
continue until the proletariat become disgruntled enough that a revolution occurs and
changes the structural systems in place to favor the lower classes. Smith (1838) believes
that the free market and trade will be enough to balance the capitalistic economy and
provide prosperity for all willing to earn it by help of the invisible hand. By training
future CTE employees America must not forget to include the human side of capitalism,
lest many may be subjected to being ground up in the gears of a capitalistic economy.
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General Recommendations for Practitioners and Policymakers
America’s economy will be driven by those that are educated through community
college CTE programs in the future. Policymakers need to find the most efficient form of
governance to ensure the success of CTE programs and reduce unemployment and raise
median income. This study indicates that variables like amount spent per full time
student, and median income do have an effect on Carl Perkins Act reporting scores.
Colleges should study the industries within their regions and develop quality programs
that will benefit not only the individual but the community as a whole.
States should consider assuming control of secondary CTE programs through the
community colleges in their state. Community colleges have completed the studies
needed and developed quality CTE programs to benefit industry and individuals within
their region. The articulation agreements from secondary CTE to postsecondary CTE
would be seamless if community colleges ran both programs. States must be proactive
with secondary students and provide them with relevant training to succeed within their
area, allowing community colleges to educate these individuals and give them a skill or
trade would be a good start.
The federal authorities should develop more robust testing and evaluation
platforms that can set a baseline to compare state achievement levels against the baseline
performance. Many states are allowed to develop their own testing instruments to
evaluate their students and provide these data to federal authorities through the Carl
Perkins Act. A national system like ACT Workeys would set a national baseline to
compare state success in these programs. Apprenticeships’ should be incorporated in all
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CTE programs at the postsecondary level that would allow students to put the theory that
they learned at the college into practical application in the field before graduation.
Limitations
Limitations in this research included deciding if a state used the centralized or
decentralized form of governance. These groupings were made based on previous
research. A centralized form of governance was defined based on if the state had a
dedicated community college governing/coordinating board. In many instances a state
that has a dedicated coordinating board relies on local governing boards to make many
choices, this may indicate a more decentralized form of governance. This may be
overcome in the future by conducting Garrett’s original research over to get an updated
view on exact degrees of centralization. It is left up to the states to determine their own
testing instruments to report Carl Perkins Act data to federal authorities. This may invite
a deviation in standards and provide results that do not provide an accurate picture. A
robust testing procedure could be developed to create a baseline for all states to be
compared with equally to give a much more accurate picture of quality of programs.
Future Research
Future research of interest to the researcher would include:


The testing and evaluation of more robust evaluation methods for CTE
and apprenticeship programs.



A detailed study of determining the most recent data on degree of
centralization of control that states exert over community colleges could
also be beneficial.
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Conclusion
This research has included many theories on the history of workforce
development within the United States and the current trajectory of CTE. The government
has a responsibility to the people to ensure that their tax money is being spent in the most
effective ways. The Carl Perkins Act, and the data it provides, shows that there are
improvements that can be made to the system.
Some state governments are in favor of centralizing control over community
colleges. There are varied reasons behind this such as a perceived savings of state funds
to operate the colleges. The fact that the tests revealed that a decentralized form of
governance increases median income within the state may be an argument not to
centralize control over community colleges.
America’s economic future may well depend on the quality of the workforce that
the educational community can provide. Upward mobility through the social
stratification that exists depends on the individual’s ability to receive a quality education
that can earn them a well-paying job. The role of the United States government is to
safeguard the individual’s right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness (Flanagan,
2005). The researcher suggests that a large part of this is to ensure a pathway exists for
every citizen to be able gain a skill or trade to ensure they can earn a decent living for
themselves and their family.
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